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UNITARIANS DEFENDED BY THEIR 
OPPONENTS. 

We have prefixed this title to a former arti- 
ele, and trust we shall have frequent opportu- 
nities to make use of it in future. It is a ve- 
ry convenient and pleasant thing to see our en- 
emies devising arguments for us, and kindly 
putting reasons into our mouths. It saves us 
a world of trouble and vexation of spirit. 
There is no theological odium, no irritation of 
the soul, no leaven of uncharitableness to be 
incurred, while thus adopting the reasonings 
and views of our adversaries. On these ac- 
counts, we approach with peculiar complacen- 
cy to a late work by Pualaaeer Stuart of An- 
dover, one of the most remarkable . produc- 
tions in every way, we will venture to declare, 
that have fallen from the controversial press. 

Often have Unitarians, when persecuted, 
and crushed, and oppressed by all the arms 
and instruments which a liberal-spirited age 
has left in the power of intolerance, turned 


round upon their pursuers, and with a beseech- 


ing air, reminded them, that infallibility is not 
the lot of man—that sameness of , opinion is 
no more to be demanded than sameness of 
face—that Trinitarianism itself, with all its 
lofty pretensions to orthodoxy, is utterly desti- 
tute of any consistent, uniform standard, and 
that through all times past, and all times to 
come, those making such pretensions, have 
been, and will be divided, as essentially, as ra- 
dically, and as irreconcileably, as were ever 
Trinitarians from Unitarians themselves. 

But such appeals have seemed generally to 
fail of their effect. In the heat of controver- 
sy and ardour of pursuit—in the stirring and 
animating employment of running down a 
whole class of fellow-Christians and fastening 
on them a withering stigma of unpopularity, 
Trinitarians have often appeared to be totally 


unconscious that there was a single element of 


discord intheirown camp. The words Trin- 
ity, orthodoxy, seemed sometimes to possess 
with them a kind of magic charm, and to se- 
cure a uniformity as wide and as binding as 
was ever imposed by the Pope of Rome in the 
darkest ages of the church. They have hard- 
ly seemed to be aware of the possibility, that 
now and then a Trinitarian might arise, who 
would put his own creed into the crucible, and 








try it by the everlasting standards of reason 
and scripture. 

But already the charm is broken. Two 
years have not yet elapsed, since Dr. Miller, 
of Princeton, hurled forth that bolt of de- 
nunciation, which was to put Unitarians en- 
tirely in the wrong, and to secure to his own 
ill-assorted party the white robe and firm tex- 
ture of uniformity. More completly to effect 
this end, a back-handed blow was at the same 
time levelled against certain suspected errors 
which might be infesting the bosom of ortho- 
doxy. Professor Stuart of Andover, in his 
Letters to Dr. Channing, had ventured to de- 
clare his belief that the doctrine of the eter- 
nal generation of the Son of God was a con- 
tradiction in terms; that is, that Christ could 
not possibly be born an infinite number of 
years ago! One would think that the learn- 
ed Professor had at least the dictates of com- 
mon sense to support him in hazarding this as- 
sertion. But allin vain. Dr. Miller insisted 
that the whole should be swallowed or nothing. 
His maxim is, If you take Trinitarianism, you 
must take its consequences, no matter how ab- 
surd, how shocking, how revolting they may 
be. Professor Stuart’s rule, on the other hand, 
seems to be, Take Trinitarianism, but disown 
its consequences ; and the moment your ad- 
versary pushes home upon you the inevitable 
results of the doctrine, elude them, come over 
to the other side, and muster all the forces of 
heaven and earth together, to effect an alliance 
between nominal ‘Trinitarianism, and the rea} 
Unity and “ simplicity” (we use his own 
word) of the Godhead. 

On this point, then, the two parties came to 
an issue. Dr. Miller, in his unfortunate and 
notorious Letters on Unitarianism declares, 
that he views those who reject the doctrine ot 
the eternal generation of the Son of God “ not 
merely in error, but in very serious error, an 
error, Which has a very unhappy tendency, 
and cannot fail, he fears, to draw in its train 
many mischievous consequences. In short, 
his belief, he says, is, that the doctrine of the 
eternal generation of the Son, is so closely 
connected with the doctrine of the Trinity, 
and the divine character of the Saviour, that 
whee the former is generally abandoned, 
neither of the two latter will be long retained.” 
He therefore warns the First Presbyterian 
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Church in Baltimore “ against the error of re- 
jecting this doctrine even though it came from 
the house of a friend ;” and concludes by 
strongly hinting, with his usual ch: unity, that 
whoever doubts of the doctrine just as he be- 
lieves it, does not differ in his temper from 
that by which “ angels became apostate spi- 
rits !? 

We request our readers to pause at this 
point, and reflect, for a moment, on the spirit 
of that system which could give birth to lan- 
guage like this. We have heard that Dr. Mil- 
ler possesses, in the walks of private life, rath- 
eran amiable temper. Yet, we see he hesi- 
tates not to class with the rebellious and 
‘“‘ apostate spirits” in hell, all those, who are 

constrained to doubt the correctness of a dog- 
ma, which it passes the wit of man to define, 
er even to express in intelligible language! 
We have been endeavouring, in our late num- 
bers, to point out the practical tendency of 
some of the orthodox opinions. ‘To some of 
our readers, the picture we have sketched may, 
perhaps, have seemed charged with too high a 
colouring. Lf so, we beg such readers to con- 
template this single illustration of the justice 
of our remarks—and be satisfied. Of Dr. 
Miller we would only inquire whether he re- 
members who it is that has said, “* With what 
judgement ye judge, ye shall be judged?” 

Yet Professor Stuart was not to be daunt- 
ed by the menacing attitude of his South- 
ern brother. In the pamphlet first al- 
luded to above, entitled, “ Letters on the 
Eternal Generation of the Son of God, ad- 
dressed to the Rev. Samuel Miller, D. D.” 
—he comes forward with much calmness, 
meekness, and Christian forbearance, and de- 
clares that the doctrine, which Dr. Miller had 
asserted to be so essential to the ‘Trinity, has 
been rejected and renounced by nearly all the 
ministers, most distinguished theologians, and 
champions of orthodoxy, in New-England, 
for forty years past*—examines at great le ngth 
and with a depth of learning, which must ab- 
solutely appal Dr. Miller, the opinions of the 
Fathers, crushing into many atoms an unfor- 
tunate position the Doctor had rashly hazard- 
ed, that the early Christian writers had con- 
stantly declared that the eternal generation of 
the Son was firmly to be believedi—shows 
that the very expression “ eternal generation” 
has never been satisfacturily defined, and that 
it involves in itself the very essence of absur- 
dity, contradiction, and impossibility{—and 
lastly, as we believe, to the astonishment of 
almost every Trinitarian in this country, main- 
tains that the title, Son of God is applied to 

Christ only on account of the derived HUMAN 
NATURE) and appointed Messiahship{| which 
were conferred on him, and that when Christ 
is said to be sent from God, it means that he 
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is invested with his prophetical and meditato- 
rial characters**—that there is no internal 
threefold distinction in the Deity, and never 
was i—that the doctrine of the Trinity is on- 
ly true as expressing the manner in which the 
Deity is manifested or developed to men in the 
Christian economy !{f and a great many other 
things, which, if asserted by Unitarians, would 
have called forth new Letters from Dr. Miller, 
new execrations from the orthodox, and new 
columns of abuse from many a religious news- 
paper in the land. 

Could we think of amusing ourselves with 
a subject so serious, we should be glad to wit- 
ness the various sensations, which must arise 
among the orthodox, at the mutual attitudes 
thus assumed by their two great champions. 
We are very curious to know what course the 
pulpits of orthodoxy in this city will take on 
the question before us. How the whole Tri- 
nitarian world is to be prevented from imme- 
diately breaking up into two great parties, 
who will pursue each other with the same un- 
relenting fury that they have hitherto seen fit 
to wreak upon Unitarians, we confess we are 
unable to divine. If they are in earnest 
against ws, if they are consistent, if they have 
a sincere attachment to their own views of the 
doctrine of the Trinity, and if they read each 
others’ publications, they ce rtainly must now 
begin the warfare against each other. But 
we hope better things of them than this. We 
hope that they will be so inconsistent as to 
preserve peace among themselves, even though 
we, as professed Unitarians, should still con- 
tinue to incur their unfounded reproaches. 
Would to God, however, that they may learn 
a lesson of charity, and put on a higher ear- 
nestness, seriousness, and consistency than 
such as belongs to mere party. Let them now 
see that the human mind cannot and will not 
be brought down to a wheel of torture ; and if, 
in forgiving and forbearing with e: ach other, 
they will only sufier Unitarians to come in for 
a little portion of their indulgence, we shall 
have reason to bless the occasion that has re- 
vealed to them the unexpected secret of their 
mutual fallibility. 

To proceed, however, with our precious 
extracts from the book of Professor Stuart. 

Dr. Miller, having appealed to the writings 
ofthe early fathers in proof of the self-contra- 
dictory doctrine of eternal generation, the 
Professor advances the following sentiments, 
which Unitarians will ecno, as they always 
have echoed, from the very bottom of their 
hearts, and for which they will ever feel inex- 
pressibly obligedto him. We would respect- 
fully recommend this extract to the attention 
of the reverend author of a little work, pub- 
lished two or three years since in this city, in 
defence of the divinity of Christ; that writer 
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seeming to us to have laid an undue and dis- 
proportionate stress on the argument drawn 
from the opinions of the early fathers. 

“ We ought highly to venerate the pious 
fathers in the church, who have given us sum- 
maries of christian doctrine, which they sin- 
cerely believed ; but as the ministers of truth, 
we are obliged to call no man master upon 
earth. We have a heavenly master, who has 
made his word the supreme and only rule of 
faith and practice. ‘That word we must in- 
vestigate, to know whether the doctrines of 
our symbols are true; and not taking those 
doctrines as already established, bring the 
word of God to their test. ‘Thus lived, and 
acted Luther, Zuingle, Calvin, and all that 
blessed host of worthies, who burst asunder 
the bonds of tradition and human authority ; 
and we, their children in respect to professed 
principles, may venture to walk in their steps. 

‘‘ It is just as much our individual duty, to 
bring every principle of the creed of the Pro- 
testant churches to the test of the divine word, 
as it was the duty of the Reformers to bring 
that of the Catholics to the test of scripture. 
This position is absolutely certain ; unless we 
can prove that the formers of the Protestant 
Symbols were inspired. If they were not, 
they may have erred in some things; and if 
so, it is important to us, if possible, to know 
in what they have erred. But how shall we, 
or how can we know this, unless their creeds 
are subjected, anew and repeatedly, to the 
test of scriptures ? 

“Will it be said, that the dwarfs of modern 
days only exhibit their pride and self conceit 
in attempting a comparison with those giants 
of yore? If it should, my answer would be ; 
that dwarfs as we are in modern days, we 
stand, at least, upon the shoulders of those an- 
cient giants, and must needs have a somewhat 
more extended horizon than they. ‘Tospeak 
plainly, the whole word of God represents the 
path of the church, like that of the just, to be 
as the light, which shineth more and more unto 
the perfect day. The kingdom of God al- 
ways has been, and still is progressive. Glory 
is bursting in upon the church, in various 
ways intimately connected with making her 
light to shine still more brightly. Is she yet 
perfected in doctrine? Are all the treasures 
of the divine word yet unlocked? Are her 
fairest days past, and her brightest constella- 
tions set, toriseno more? The “ thousand 
years” of glory yet to come, will supply a 
ready answer to these questions. 

“So long as we profess to be Protestants, 
and of couse profess to believe that the bible 
is the sufficient and only rule of faith and 
practice, so long, if we act consistently, we 
believe in the symbols of faith which we re- 
ceive, only because we find them supported 
by the scriptures. It is not only lawful then 
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to put them to this test ; but it is an imperious 
duty for every man to do it, who is able to do 
it.. There may be a show of modesty and hu- 
mility in receiving what others have believed, 
without examination and without scrutiny ; 
but in every case, where there is ability to in- 
vestigate and bring to the scripture test, a fai- 
lure to do it, must arise from undue regard to 
the authority of fallible men,or from mere in- 
action—from absolute sloth.” p. 13. 

“ So far then as the simple investigation of 
the truth is concerned, in respect to any point 
in theology, the authority of great names is 
not to be regarded as obligatory. And in 
respect to the doctrine of the eternal gene- 
ration of the Son of God, it will not prove the 
correctness or incorrectness of it, to show that 
the early christian fathers admitted or rejected 
it. In discussion purely theological, there- 
Sore, any appeal to the fathers might well be 
spared.” p. 15. 

In order to account for the error which pre- 
vailed among most of the early fathers, who 
believed that the Son was begotten by the 
Father: a short time before the creation of the 
world, Professor Stuart enters into a very in- 
genious and learned explanation. But it so 
happens that his whole argument on this point 
is just as strong to show the manner in which 
the error of the Trinity came to be introdu- 
ced into the church. We wonder that he did 
not perceive how easily his argument might 
be retorted upon him, and what an irresistible 
weapon he was manufacturing for the hands 
of Unitarians. It is often triumphantly asked 
of us—If the doctrine of the Trinity be not 
true, how can you account for its ever being 
introduced into the church? What circum- 
stances and occasions introduced it? And 
what was the period of its introduction ? 
Thanks to Professor Stuart, there are certain 
statements and considerations in the follow- 
ing extracts, which will sufficiently account 
for the origin of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
and for which we, as Unitarians, are most 
sincerely grateful. ‘Their cogency and truth 
cannot be doubted by those who rely on the 
orthodoxy and honesty of the Professor.—We 
quote the third letter promiscuously, obser- 
ving that the term Logos, which is so often 
used, is equivalent to “ The Word” as used 
in the beginning of St. John. “Every man, 
in all his reasonings about psychological and 
metaphysical subjects, is influenced more or 
less by the current philosophy of the times in 
which he lives. In cases where he is not de- 
voted to any system of philosophy, or not par- 
ticularly given to the study of it, this influ- 
ence, though insensible to him, is still very 
considerable, * * * Such was the case of 
the fathers, whose sentiments have been pro- 
duced in the preceding pages. Most of them 
had been, in earlier life, Platonic philoso- 
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»here ; at least they were adherents to the 
New Platonic School, which by a selection 
from various systems of philosophy, and a 
combination of them with some of the leading 
doctrines of Plato, had formed what is called 
mixed or eclectic philosophy. 

“ The fathers cannot be justly charged 
with designed corruption of the doctrines of 
Christianity, in any respect, through the intro- 
duction of Platonic philosophy. But still as 
the great body of the Nicene fathers were at- 
tached to the Platonic philosophy, like all 
other men who reason on subjects where an 
appeal to philosophy is made, they were un- 
questionably influenced in their modes of ex- 
planation, by the philosophy which they had 
cultivated. 

“In answering the objections that are made 
to the system of religion which men embrace, 
an appeal is usually made to those arguments 
which will put to silence the opponents of it ; 
and of course, to those principles of philoso- 
phy or reasoning, which both parties hold in 
common. Even in silencing the speculative 
objections which arise in our minds, we ap- 
peal to principles of reasoning that have usu- 
ally satisfied us; and when we have done 
this, it is common to rest conteated with it, 
and to push our inquiries no farther. 

* Let us now go back, and place ourselves, 
if possible, in the condition of the Nicene fa- 
fathers. ‘They lived at a time, when the doc- 
trines of the New Platonic School had an al- 
most universal influence, in all the countries 
where they resided. If now this philosophy 
admitted and advocated a Logos, which ema- 
nated from God, was the creator of the world, 
and possessed divine attributes, nothing was 
more natural than to fall into the belief, that 
the same Logos was intended by John in his 
writings: although he was revealed by this 
apostle as they all believed, in a manner far 
more perfect than what was known to the phi- 
losophers ; and as clothed with attributes far 
more noble and exalted than they in general 
assigned to him.” 

[Here we cannot help lifting the pen one 
moment in astonishment, and doubting whe- 
ther it be not the statements of a Priestly, a 
Channing, or a Norton, which we are extract- 
ing, rather than of a man, who still professes 
to believe in the doctrine of the Trinity! We 
are obliged to leave out many pages in the 
very same strain, but refer the reader to the 
whole of the third letter, and will conclude 
our present number by a few of the most stri- 
king passages. | 

After shewing how the Grecian and orien- 
talsystems of philosophy were full of mystical 
and pueriie notions about a Logos, or a se- 
cond God, who flowed out of the first, he pro- 
ceeds :-— 

“Here then, before the New Testament 
was written, we find nearly every speculation, 








—- 








which was adopted by the early fathers and 
applied to the Logos of the evangelist John. . 
The philosophy which presented these specu- 
lations, had a predominant overwhelming in- 
fluence, in their times. Most of them had 
not only been disciples but teachers, of it. 
And besides this, it was the universal belief 
among speculating Christians of that period, 
that the Logos of whom John speaks was the 
very same spirit of wisdom, which operated 
partially in all the better part of the heathen 
philosophers, and that those had borrowed all 
their most valuable truths from the sacred wri- 
tings of the Jews. 

* What now would be more natural, than 
for these fathers to apply the attributes of 
their philosophical Logos to the Logos of 
John? &e. 

“ One other consideration should be stated. 
Most of the early fathers were employed, 
more or less, in defending Christianity against 
the attacks of heathen philosophers, or in re- 
commending it to the consideration of the 
heathen. ‘The polytheistic philosophers were 
continually reproaching Christians, with reve- 
rencing and adoring only a crucified malefac- 
tor. ‘The reply to this was very natural.— 
“We adore no mere mortal. ‘The Logos in- “ 
carnate is what we adore. The existence of 
this very Logos, your best philosophers and 
you yourselves admit. You cannot therefore 
reproach us with forming an imaginary being, 
whom we hold to be the object of religious 
reverence. On your own principles, our re- 
ligion contains nothing that is absurd.” 

“‘ One other suggestion must not be omitted. 
The great body of the Antenicene fathers 
were, in early life, educated as heathen. The 
genealogies of the gods had made a deep im- 
pression on their minds; and they were, be- 
fore conversion to Christjanity, at a great re- 
move from rational and spiritual ideas of the 
divine nature. After conversion, we cannot 
suppose that all the remains of their former no- 
tions and habits would at once be completely 
annihilated. 

“ We, who are taught from infancy to be- 
lieve in the simplicity, spirituality, self-cxis- 
tence, independence, and immutability of the 
divine natnre, can be brought only by vio- 
lence to reason as the fathers did,” &c. 

The above remarks are made by Professor 
Stuart for the purpose of accounting for the 
introduction of the erroneous doctrine of the 
eternal generation of the Son of God. If they 
do not equally explain the origin of the. 'Trin- 
itarian doctrine in every form except such as 
coincides with perfect Unitarianism, we are 
ready to be set down as blind and unfair. We 
shall draw largely on the learned and acute 
Professor in a future number. 


ct titi i th ti ti tie ap i ti in in at i ay tie th ee tie ty a th, ate ty tin iy inti id 


PRINTED FOR THE EDITOR BY J. R. SCHENCK, 
NO. 23, BROAD-STREET. 
By whom Subscriptions are received, 








